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Orchestration	  of	   the	  electoral	   campaign	  preceding	   the	  
Danish	  opt-­‐out	  referendum	  on	  JHA	  2015	  	  	  
1.	  Motivation	  	  On	  the	  3rd	  of	  December	  2015,	  the	  Danish	  government	  held	  a	  referendum	  on	  changing	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	  on	  Justice	  on	  Home	  Affairs	  (JHA)	  into	  a	  ‘flexible’	  opt-­‐in.	  The	  result	  made	  it	  clear	  that	  53.1	  percent	  of	  the	  entitled	  voters	  were	  not	  willing	  to	  change	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	  on	  JHA.	  	  During	   the	  election	  campaign,	   I	  have	  been	  an	   intern	  at	   the	  Danish	  European	  Movement	  and	   consequently	   gained	   a	   lot	   of	   insights.	   As	   a	   pro	   EU	   interest	   organization	   we	   have	  worked	   closely	  with	   the	   parties	  who	   recommended	   a	   ‘yes’.	   	   Subsequently,	   I	   have	   been	  travelling	  cross-­‐country	  with	  MPs,	  MEPs	  and	  stakeholders	  to	  exercise	  the	  art	  of	  political	  communication	  both	  orally	   and	   in	  writing.	   I	   have	  witnessed	  how	  extensive	  an	  electoral	  campaign	   is	   for	   the	   affiliated	   parties	   and	   seen	   how	   exit	   polls	   can	   change	   a	   political	  strategy	  from	  proactive	  to	  reactionary	  within	  days.	  	  	  When	   President	   of	   the	   European	   Commission,	   Jean-­‐Claude	   Juncker,	   addressed	   the	  European	   Parliament	   in	   the	   annual	   State	   of	   the	   Union	   speech	   on	   the	   9th	   of	   September	  2015	   his	   preliminary	  words	  were:	   “This	   is	   not	   the	   time	   for	  business	  as	  usual”.1	  What	   he	  referred	   to	  was	   the	  many	   looming	   crises	   on	  migration,	   terror,	   climate,	   energy,	   security	  policy	   and	   a	   potential	   British	   exit	   (‘Brexit’).	   These	   areas	   are	   highly	   political	   and	   may	  potentially	  hamper	  not	  only	  the	  legitimacy	  but	  also	  the	  Union	  itself.	  Solving	  these	  crises	  will	   require	   solidarity	   and	   a	   joint	   European	   effort.	   Thus,	   when	   the	   European	   leaders	  discuss	  ways	  of	  solving	  these	  international	  crises,	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐outs	  become	  crucial	  as	  they	   limit	   Danish	   involvement	   in	   e.g.	   military	   interventions	   and	   refugee	   quota	  arrangements	   within	   the	   EU	   framework.	   In	   this	   sense,	   the	   outcome	   of	   the	   Danish	  referendum	   on	   JHA	   2015	   reinforced	   the	   boundaries	   between	   Denmark	   and	   the	   full-­‐fledged	  members	  of	  the	  European	  Union.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  http://europa.eu/rapid/press-­‐release_SPEECH-­‐15-­‐5614_en.htm	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In	  my	  opinion,	   the	  electoral	  debate	  did	  not	  match	  up	  to	  the	  seriousness	  of	   the	  potential	  outcome.	  Therefore,	  this	  project	  will	  analyze	  the	  discursive	  construction	  of	  the	  electoral	  debate	   leading	   up	   to	   the	   referendum	   on	   JHA	   cooperation,	   which	   ultimately	   caused	   a	  number	  of	  uncertainties	  as	  to	  the	  further	  Danish	  EU	  cooperation.	  	  
2.	  Problem	  area	  	  On	  August	  the	  21th	  2015,	  the	  Danish	  government	  announced	  the	  date	  for	  the	  referendum	  on	   the	   Danish	   opt-­‐out	   from	   JHA.	   The	   legal	   basis	   for	   the	   referendum	   is	   the	   Danish	  Constitution	  sect.	  20,	  stating	  that	  powers	  vested	  in	  the	  authorities	  of	  the	  Realm	  under	  the	  Constitutional	  Act	  may	  be	  delegated	  to	  international	  authorities,	  such	  as	  the	  EU,	  if	  decided	  by	   a	   majority	   of	   five-­‐sixths	   of	   the	   members	   of	   the	   ‘Folketing’	   or	   by	   a	   majority	   in	   a	  referendum	  (in	  accordance	  with	  the	  rules	  for	  referenda	  laid	  down	  in	  section	  42).	  2	  	  Had	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  entitled	  voters	  said	  ‘yes’,	  Denmark	  would	  have	  changed	  its	  opt-­‐out	  on	  JHA	  into	  a	  flexible	  opt-­‐in,	  3	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  Britain	  and	  Ireland	  (Annex	  to	  Protocol	  22	  to	  the	  Lisbon	  Treaty).	  An	  opt-­‐in	  model	  would	  allow	  Denmark	  to	  choose	  to	  opt-­‐in	  to	  legal	  acts,	  which	  Denmark	  is	  not	  part	  of	  today,	  and	  any	  future	  legislation	  in	  the	  area	  of	  JHA4.	  	  The	   date	   of	   the	   referendum	  was	   set	   to	   the	   3rd	   of	   December	   2015	   following	   a	   political	  agreement	  with	  the	  Liberal	  Party	  (Venstre),	  the	  Social	  Democrats	  (Socialdemokraterne),	  the	   Conservative	   Party	   (Det	   Konservative	   Folkeparti)	   and	   the	   Socialist	   People’s	   Party	  (Socialistisk	  Folkeparti).	  The	  agreement	  states	  that:	  	  	  
“Currently,	   the	   Council	   negotiates	   a	   revision	   of	   the	   regulation	   on	   Europol.	   Once	  
adopted	   under	   the	   new	   rules	   of	   the	   Lisbon	   Treaty,	   Denmark	   can	   no	   longer	  
participate	  in	  this	  cooperation.	  The	  perspective	  of	  Denmark	  having	  to	  leave	  Europol	  
is	  the	  main	  reason	  behind	  the	  agreement	  to	  hold	  a	  referendum.”	  5	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  http://www.stm.dk/_p_10992.html	  3	  The	  model	  is	  also	  referred	  to	  as	  an	  ‘opt-­‐in,	  opt-­‐out	  model’	  4	  http://um.dk/en/~/media/UM/English-­‐site/Documents/Politics-­‐and-­‐diplomacy/liste%20over%20tilvalg%20engelsk.pdf;	  http://um.dk/en/news/newsdisplaypage/?newsid=dcb9faa3-­‐37a6-­‐4673-­‐989f-­‐0c771b7cfafe	  5	  http://um.dk/en/news/newsdisplaypage/?newsID=85867E49-­‐B075-­‐4425-­‐97D5-­‐D6FCF73F4BF4	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  Apart	  from	  the	  incentives	  in	  relations	  to	  Europol,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  the	  political	  agreement	  also	  comprised	  of	  22	  legal	  acts	  within	  the	  areas	  of	  Police	  Cooperation,	  Criminal,	  Civil,	  Family	  and	  Commercial	   law	  that	  Denmark	  could	  immediately	  opt-­‐into	  (if	  the	  referendum	  would	  be	  positive).6	  At	   the	  same	  time,	  Denmark	  would	  opt-­‐out	   from	  10	  legal	  acts,	  among	  others	  the	  asylum	  and	  Immigration	  policy,	  the	  Directive	  on	  establishing	  minimum	   standards	   on	   the	   rights,	   support	   and	   protection	   of	   victims	   of	   crime	   and	   the	  Directive	  to	  improve	  access	  to	  justice	  in	  cross-­‐border	  disputes	  by	  establishing	  minimum	  common	  rules	  relating	  to	  legal	  aid	  for	  such	  disputes.7	  	  For	  the	  government	  and	  the	  other	  involved	  parties	  in	  the	  political	  agreement,	  the	  time	  of	  the	   referendum	   was	   of	   importance	   for	   mainly	   two	   reasons:	   Europol	   and	   a	   potential	  ‘Brexit’.	  	  	  First,	  in	  2013	  the	  European	  Commission	  made	  a	  proposal	  for	  a	  new	  regulation	  on	  Europol	  merging	   the	   European	   Police	   College	   (CEPOL)	   and	   Europol	   into	   a	   new	   supranational	  institution	  with	  executive	  powers	  by	  the	  1st	  of	  July	  20178.	  The	  Council	  and	  the	  European	  Parliament	  accepted	  the	  proposal	  on	  the	  26th	  of	  November	  2015.9	  To	  Denmark,	  an	  opt-­‐in	  model	  would	  ensure	  a	   continuation	  of	   the	  Danish	  participation	   in	   the	  Europol,	   the	  EU’s	  joint	   law	   enforcement	   agency,	   which	   Denmark	   joined	   17	   years	   ago,	   alongside	   with	  participation	  in	  the	  European	  Union’s	  Judicial	  Cooperation	  Unit	  (Eurojust)	  that	  stimulates	  and	  improves	  the	  coordination	  of	  investigations	  and	  prosecutions	  between	  the	  competent	  authorities	   in	   the	  Member	   States10	  and	   the	   Passenger	  Name	  Record	   (PNR)	   data	   for	   the	  prevention,	   detection,	   investigation	   and	   prosecution	   of	   terrorist	   offences	   and	   serious	  crime.	  11	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  http://um.dk/en/~/media/UM/English-­‐site/Documents/Politics-­‐and-­‐diplomacy/liste%20over%20tilvalg%20engelsk.pdf	  7	  An	  exhaustive	  list	  is	  accessible	  at:	  http://justitsministeriet.dk/sites/default/files/media/Pressemeddelelser/pdf/2015/Aftale_om_tilvalg_af_retsakter.pdf	  8	  http://eur-­‐lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2013:0173:FIN:EN:PDF	  9	  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/news-­‐room/20151130IPR05456/Europol-­‐deal-­‐on-­‐new-­‐powers-­‐to-­‐step-­‐up-­‐EU-­‐police-­‐cooperation-­‐and-­‐fight-­‐terrorism	  10	  http://www.eurojust.europa.eu/about/background/Pages/mission-­‐tasks.aspx	  11	  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/da/news-­‐room/20150123BKG12902/EU-­‐Passenger-­‐Name-­‐Record-­‐(PNR)-­‐proposal-­‐an-­‐overview	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Second,	  historically	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Danish	  EU	  policy	  has	  been	  prompted	  by	  Britain,	  as	  will	   be	   elaborated	  on	   later.	   Consequently,	   it	   seems	  of	   great	   importance	   that	   the	  British	  EU-­‐skepticism	  during	  the	   last	  year	  had	  soared	  as	  a	  result	  of	   the	  migration	  and	  the	  euro	  crisis.12	  In	  November	  2015	  the	  British	  Prime	  Minister,	  David	  Cameron	  sent	  a	  letter	  to	  the	  President	  of	  the	  European	  Council,	  Donald	  Tusk,	  setting	  out	  four	  key	  ways	  within	  which	  he	  wanted	  the	  EU	  to	  change:	  migration,	  benefits,	  sovereignty	  and	  a	  “Eurozone	  versus	  the	  rest”.	  On	   that	  basis,	   the	  British	  Prime	  Minister	  announced	  a	   referendum	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  UK	  should	  remain	  a	  member	  of	  the	  European	  Union.	  The	  British	  referendum	  is	  to	  be	  held	  by	  the	  end	  of	  2017.	  However,	  Mr.	  Cameron	  has	  actually	  made	  suggestions	  as	   to	  the	  referendum	  to	  be	  held	  coinciding	  with	  elections	  in	  Scotland,	  Wales,	  North	  Ireland	  and	  London	  in	  May	  2016.13	  The	  possible	  problems	  relating	  to	  the	  British	  EU	  referendum	  were	  among	  other	  things	  to	  be	  discussed	  already	  on	  the	  European	  Council’s	  summit	  scheduled	  to	  be	  held	  on	  December	  the	  17th	  and	  18th	  2015.	  	  The	  Danish	  government	  feared	  that	  the	  discussion	  on	  the	  British	  EU	  membership	  might	  have	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  a	  Danish	  referendum	  on	  JHA	  cooperation.	  Thus,	  since	  the	  Prime	  Minister	  expected	  that	  Cameron	  would	  jumpstart	  the	  debate,	  and	  thereby	  set	  the	  agenda,	  he	  wanted	  a	  quick	  Danish	  referendum.14	  	  Whether	  there	  was	  a	  correlation	  between	  the	  time	  frame	  and	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  Danish	  referendum	   remains	   hypothetical.	   However,	   opinion	   polls	  made	   four	   days	   prior	   to	   the	  elections	   showed	   that	   27.8	   percent	   of	   the	   population	   had	   their	   doubts.	  15	  	   And	   it	  was	   a	  matter	  of	  fact	  that	  53.1	  percent	  of	  the	  entitled	  Danish	  voters	  rejected	  to	  change	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	   on	   JHA	   on	   the	   3rd	   of	   December	   2015.	  What	   is	   less	   evident	   is	   what	  will	   be	   the	  practical	  outcome	  of	   the	   referendum.	  For	  example:	  will	   it	  possible	   for	  Denmark	   (in	  due	  time)	   to	   secure	   parallel	   agreements	   on	   Europol	   and	   some	   aspects	   of	   the	   civil	   law	  cooperation?	   And	   even	   if	   so,	   is	   a	   EU	   cooperation	   building	   on	   parallel	   agreement	  satisfactory	   for	   Denmark	   and	   the	   EU?	   Furthermore,	   what	   will	   happen	   if	   the	   Dublin	  Regulation	  is	  extended	  with	  a	  quota	  scheme	  on	  refugees?	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  12	  http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2015/dec/18/immigration-­‐euroscepticism-­‐rising-­‐storm-­‐eu-­‐referendum	  13	  http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-­‐politics-­‐32810887	  14	  http://www.euractiv.com/sections/justice-­‐home-­‐affairs/denmark-­‐rejects-­‐further-­‐eu-­‐integration-­‐referendum-­‐320111	  15	  http://www.information.dk/telegram/553770	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Such	  questions	  are	  impossible	  to	  answer	  at	  this	  moment,	  as	  they	  are	  dependent	  on	  many	  other	  future	  aspects.	  Yet,	  what	  seems	  likely	  is	  that	  within	  the	  EU,	  the	  many	  urgent	  crises	  will	  take	  precedence	  over	  the	  Danish	  wishes	  and	  postpone	  the	  negotiations	  on	  the,	  in	  a	  EU	  perspective,	  less	  important	  questions	  on	  allowing	  Danish	  parallel	  agreements.16	  
	  As	  to	  what	  caused	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  referendum,	  there	  seem	  to	  be	  two	  distinct	  patterns	  in	  the	  election	  campaign.	  	  	  Roughly	   spoken,	   the	  yes-­‐parties	  did	  not	  highlight	   the	  possible	  advantages	  of	  Danish	  EU	  membership,	   and	   EU	   cooperation	   and	   solidarity	   as	   a	   good	   things;	   instead	   they	  orchestrated	   their	   campaign	   by	   accentuating	   the	   cooperation	   on	   specific	   legal	   acts	   on:	  Europol,	   cybercrime,	   pedophilia	   and	   trafficking	   as	   ‘advantages	   for	   Denmark’. 17 	  As	  mentioned	   earlier,	   their	   political	   agreement	   consisted	   of	   an	   opt-­‐out	   from	   10	   of	   32	  accessible	  legal	  acts.	  In	  a	  feature	  in	  the	  newspaper,	  Politiken,	  MEP	  Jeppe	  Kofoed	  (A)	  has	  problematized	   this	   de-­‐selection	   as	   something,	   which	   contributes	   to	   the	   general	   EU	  narrative	  that	   the	  Danish	  EU	  membership	   is	  a	  buffet	  rather	   than	  an	  advantage,	  both	   for	  Denmark	  and	  for	  the	  EU.	  18	  	  The	   no-­‐parties,	   who	   were	   lacking	   behind	   at	   the	   beginning,	   practically	   refrained	   from	  discussing	  the	  legal	  acts	  apart	  from	  Europol.	  Instead	  they	  evoked,	  among	  other	  things,	  the	  huge	  question	  on	  Denmark	  losing	  sovereignty,	  also	  utilizing	  a	  lack	  of	  political	  trust	  among	  the	  Danish	  population19.	  Pernille	  Skipper	  from	  the	  Socialist	  Red-­‐Green	  Alliance,	  explains:	  
“I	   think	   that	  many	  people	   suddenly	   realized	   that	   this	   referendum	  was	  not	   about	  Europol.	  
This	  was	  about	  giving	  up	  sovereignty,	  which	  we	  could	  never	  get	  back	  again.	  A	  lot	  of	  people	  
thought	  that	  this	  was	  a	  particularly	  bad	  idea”20.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  16	  http://politiken.dk/indland/politik/eu_afstemning/ECE2960216/eu-­‐kilde-­‐efter-­‐dansk-­‐nej-­‐vi-­‐kan-­‐ikke-­‐rumme-­‐danmarks-­‐luksusproblem-­‐lige-­‐nu/	  17	  Among	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  parties	  was	  also	  the	  new	  Danish	  party	  The	  Alternative	  (Å),	  they	  a	  different	  approach	  to	  the	  referendum	  as	  the	  recommended	  a	  yes	  “but”.	  In	  this	  project	  The	  Alternative	  will	  not	  be	  involved	  because	  they	  represent	  a	  minority	  and	  their	  electoral	  debate	  has	  been	  inconsistent	  in	  many	  ways.	  18	  http://politiken.dk/debat/kroniken/ECE2997915/nytaarsoenske-­‐en-­‐ny-­‐eu-­‐debat-­‐i-­‐danmark/	  19	  http://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/eu15/mistillid-­‐til-­‐politikerne-­‐rammer-­‐ja-­‐siden	  20	  http://www.euractiv.com/sections/justice-­‐home-­‐affairs/denmark-­‐rejects-­‐further-­‐eu-­‐integration-­‐referendum-­‐320111	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3.	  Research	  Question	  	  The	  main	   research	   question	   is:	   how	   did	   the	   yes	   and	   no	   parties,	   respectively,	   construct	  their	   electoral	   campaigns	   leading	   up	   to	   the	   referendum	   on	   the	   JHA	   opt-­‐out	   the	   3rd	   of	  December	  2015	  discursively?	  
	  It	  will	  be	  naïve	   to	  presume	   that	   the	  outcome	  of	   the	   referendum	  was	  not	   conditional	  on	  many	  other	   general	   political,	   economic	   and	   social	   determinants.	  Nonetheless,	  what	   this	  project	   investigates	   is	  how	  and	   to	  which	  extent	   the	  outcome	  of	   the	   referendum	  on	   JHA	  opt-­‐out	  was	  also	   influenced	  by	  a	  number	  of	  discourses	  in	  the	  electoral	  campaign	  and	  by	  whom,	  how	  and	  why	  these	  discourses	  were	  constructed.	  	  
4.	  The	  historical	  context	  	  The	   following	   section	   will	   provide	   a	   historical	   framework,	   intended	   to	   compare	   the	  historical	   Danish	   referenda	   in	   relations	   to	   the	   EU	  with	   the	   referendum	   on	   the	   opt-­‐out	  from	  JHA	  2015.	  	  	  
4.1	  Denmark’s	  accession	  to	  the	  EC	  in	  comparison	  	  In	  1961	  and	  1963,	  Denmark,	  Ireland	  and	  the	  UK	  applied	  for	  membership	  of	  the	  European	  Community	   (EC).	   However,	   France	   opposed	   British	   participation,	   fearing	   that	   Anglo-­‐American	  relations	  could	  weaken	  France’s	  position.	  After	  Charles	  de	  Gaulle’s	  resignation	  in	  1969,	  the	  three	  countries	  reapplied	  and	  all	  became	  members	  in	  1973.	  In	  Denmark,	  the	  decision	   was	   supported	   by	   a	   majority	   of	   the	   entitled	   voters	   in	   a	   1972	   referendum	   on	  Danish	  EC	  membership	  (63.4	  percent),21	  vastly	  as	  result	  of	  the	  policy-­‐makers’	  emphasize	  on	  economic	  advantages	  and	  access	  to	  a	  greater	  market.	  The	  timing	  of	  the	  accession	  to	  the	  EC	   illustrates	   the	   reciprocity	  between	  Denmark	  and	   the	  UK,	   since	   it	  was	   imperative	   for	  Denmark	  to	  uphold	  the	  strong	  historical	  trade	  relationship	  with	  the	  Britain,	  especially	  in	  relations	  to	  export	  of	  agricultural	  products.	  22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21	  http://eu.um.dk/en/info+about+denmark+and+the+eu/	  22	  http://danmarkshistorien.dk/historiske-­‐perioder/kold-­‐krig-­‐og-­‐velfaerdsstat-­‐1945-­‐1973/ind-­‐i-­‐ef/	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  Looking	  at	   the	  1972	  referendum	  from	  a	  contemporary	  perspective,	   it	   is	  understandable	  that	  the	  Danish	  government	  feared	  that	  a	  potential	  Brexit	  could	  inflict	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  referendum	   on	   JHA	   and	   therefore,	   the	   government	   decided	   to	   speed	   up	   the	   election	  process.23	  	  A	   similarity	   between	   the	   referenda	   in	   1972	   and	   2015	   is	   the	   heated	   debate	   on	   the	  consequences	  of	  a	  Danish	  membership:	  	  	  
“The	  heated	  debate	  about	  consequences	  of	  a	  Danish	  membership	  of	  the	  EC	  showed	  a	  strong	  
cleavage	   between,	   on	   the	   one	   hand,	   the	   dominant,	   pragmatic	   and	   economic-­‐based	   policy	  
and,	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   Danish	   Eurosceptics	  who	  mainly	   argued	   in	   identity	   terms,	   seeing	  
participation	   in	   the	   EC	   as	   a	   threat	   towards	   Danish	   national	   autonomy	   and	   sovereignty”	  (Miles	  and	  Wivel	  2015:	  15).	  	  Even	   though	   the	  2015	  referendum	  on	   JHA	  was	  not	   related	   to	  economic	  advantages	  and	  access	   to	   the	   greater	   market,	   again	   the	   majority	   among	   the	   politicians	   emphasized	  pragmatically	  the	  benefits	  of	  a	  positive	  outcome	  for	  the	  Danish	  state	  of	   the	  referendum.	  Thus,	  the	  argumentation	  bears	  resemblance	  to	  that	  preceding	  of	  the	  1972	  referendum,	  as	  will	  be	  analyzed	  later	  on.	  	  	  
4.2	  The	  Single	  European	  Act	  in	  comparison	  	  By	  the	  mid-­‐1980s,	  the	  quest	  for	  a	  more	  open	  Europe	  began.	  The	  basic	  assumption	  among	  the	  member	  states	  was	  that	  national	  borders	  were	  a	  problem,	  which	  needed	  to	  be	  coped	  with	   in	  order	   to	  create	  an	  open	  and	  efficient	  market	   for	   the	   free	  movement	  of	   services,	  goods,	   capital	   and	   people.	   This	   negotiations	   between	   the	   member	   states	   resulted	   in	   a	  revision	  of	  the	  Rome	  Treaty	  and	  a	  new	  treaty	  called	  The	  Single	  European	  Act.	  A	  part	  from	  completing	   the	   Internal	  Market,	   the	   Treaty	   of	   the	   SEA	   expanded	   community	   powers	   in	  other	   areas	   (Esmark	   in	   Mourtizen	   2003).	   In	   Denmark,	   Danish	   administration,	   leading	  politicians	  and	   interest	  organizations	  once	  again	  advocated	   for	   the	  adoption	  of	   the	  new	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  23	  http://www.euractiv.com/sections/justice-­‐home-­‐affairs/paris-­‐killings-­‐overshadow-­‐danish-­‐eu-­‐referendum-­‐debate-­‐319511	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treaty	   due	   to	   the	   huge	   advantages	   for	   Denmark,	   and	   even	   though	   the	   supranational	  elements	   of	   the	   SEA	  provoked	   the	   Eurosceptic,	   the	   1986-­‐referendum	   showed	   that	   56.2	  percent	   of	   the	   entitled	   voters	   were	   in	   favor	   of	   Danish	   participation,	   probably	   due	   to	  primarily	  the	  economic	  advantages	  (Miles	  and	  Wivel	  2015).	  	  The	  debate	  preceding	  referendum	  of	  the	  SEA	  is	  yet	  another	  example	  of	  the	  general	  Danish	  political	  debate	  that	  centers	  on	  pragmatism	  and	  idealism	  concerning	  sovereignty.	  	  	  
4.3	  The	  Maastricht	  Treaty	  and	  the	  Edinburgh	  Agreement	  in	  comparison	  	  Another	  landmark	  in	  the	  Danish	  EC/EU	  policy	  is	  the	  Maastricht	  Treaty	  referenda	  in	  1992	  and	   1993	   and	   the	   aftermath.	   In	   short,	   the	   Maastricht	   Treaty	   was	   to	   be	   a	   stage	   in	   the	  process	   of	   creating	   an	   ‘ever	   closer	   Union’.	   Hence,	   it	   introduced	   elements	   of	   a	   political	  union	  in	  terms	  of	  foreign	  policy,	  internal	  affairs,	  justice	  and	  home	  affairs,	  defense	  etc.24	  	  As	   the	   Maastricht	   Treaty	   involved	   many	   supranational	   elements,	   again	   Danish	  participation	   required	   a	   referendum	   in	   accordance	   with	   the	   Danish	   Constitution	   as	  mentioned	  earlier.	  The	  referendum	  was	  held	  on	  the	  2nd	  of	  June	  1992	  when	  50.7	  percent	  of	  the	   entitled	   voters	   said	   ‘no’	   to	   the	   Maastricht	   Treaty	   hence	   the	   European	   Union.	   The	  outcome	   was	   a	   shock	   for	   major	   interest	   groups	   in	   Denmark	   (Danish	   industry	   and	  agriculture)	   and	   for	  most	   of	   the	   political	   parties	   that,	   by	   the	   end	   of	   the	   1980s,	   almost	  unanimously	   had	   backed	   a	   pro-­‐integrationist	   policy	   in	   the	   negotiations	   prior	   to	   the	  Maastricht	   Treaty.	   The	   outcome	   made	   it	   clear	   that	   there	   was	   an	   insufficient	   popular	  backing	  further	  European	  integration.	  Still,	  it	  was	  assumed	  that	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  entitled	  voters	   still	   wanted	   to	   stay	   within	   the	   EC	   (Ibid:	   17-­‐19).	   Therefore,	   a	   majority	   in	   the	  Parliament	  (including	  the,	  at	  that	  time,	  Eurosceptic	  Socialist	  People’s	  Party)	  negotiated	  an	  agreement,	   the	   so-­‐called	   “National	  Compromise”,	   comprising	   four	  Danish	  opt-­‐outs	   from	  the	  Maastricht	  Treaty	  on	  defense,	   citizenship	  of	   the	  European	  Union,	   the	   third	  phase	  of	  the	  EMU	   (Euro)	   and	   JHA.	  The	  European	  Council	   in	  Edinburgh	  accepted	   the	  opt-­‐outs	  on	  December	  the	  12th	  1992.25	  Afterwards,	  in	  a	  new	  referendum,	  56.7	  percent	  of	  the	  entitled	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  24	  http://europa.eu/eu-­‐law/decision-­‐making/treaties/pdf/treaty_on_european_union/treaty_on_european_union_en.pdf	  25	  PDF-­‐download.	  file:///C:/Users/kep/Downloads/1992_december_-­‐_edinburgh__eng_.pdf	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Danish	   voters	   said	   ‘yes’	   to	   the	   Maastricht	   Treaty	   (with	   the	   four	   opt-­‐outs)	   in	   a	   new	  referendum	  on	  the	  18th	  of	  May	  1993.	  	  	  In	  the	  EU,	  the	  two	  referenda	  emphasized	  Denmark’s	  status	  as	  a	  country	  with	  reservations:	  	  	  
“The	  referendum	  of	  the	  Maastricht	  Treaty	  made	  the	  integration	  dilemma	  very	  visible	  
(…)	   the	   subsequent	   policies	   developed	   the	   dualism	   of,	   at	   one	   and	   the	   same	   time,	  
pursuing	   advantages	   and	   influence	   through	   membership	   and	   preserving	   Danish	  
autonomy	   (…)	   not	   least	   oriented	   towards	   calming	   Danish	   Euro-­‐scepticism”	   (Miles	  and	  Wivel	  2015:	  19).	  	  Even	   though	   the	   National	   Compromise	   was	   largely	   viewed	   as	   a	   contemporary	  constellation,	   it	   could	   also	   be	   seen	   as	   yet	   another	   example	   of	   the	   Danish	   pragmatic	  approach	   to	  European	   integration.	  The	  new	  political	   agreement	  behind	   the	   referendum	  on	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐outs	  on	  JHA	  continues	  this	  trend.	  Like	  in	  1992	  and	  1993	  the	  involved	  parties	  took	  a	  cautious	  approach	  and	  deliberately	  opted-­‐out	  from	  10	  of	  the	  accessible	  32	  legal	   acts,	   possibly	   with	   the	   intention	   of	   calming	   the	   Eurosceptic	   and	   securing	   an	  agreement	  on	  the	  flexible	  opt-­‐in	  arrangement.	  
	  
4.4	  The	  referendum	  on	  the	  Euro	  opt-­‐out	  in	  2000,	  in	  comparison	  	  In	  2000,	  the	  former	  Danish	  Prime	  Minister,	  Poul	  Nyrup	  Rasmussen	  initiated	  a	  referendum	  with	  a	  view	  to	  repeal	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	  on	  the	  Euro.	  Like	  2015,	  the	  exit	  polls	  prior	  to	  the	  referendum	  indicated	  that	  there	  would	  be	  a	  significant	  majority	  in	  favor	  of	  adopting	  the	  proposed	  bill	  on	  the	  joining	  the	  third	  phase	  of	  the	  EMU.26	  Yet,	  also	  in	  2000,	  it	  turned	  out	  that	  there	  was	  a	  majority	  against	  the	  bill;	  53.2	  percent	  of	  the	  entitled	  voters	  said	   ‘no’	  at	  the	  referendum	  on	  the	  28th	  of	  September	  2000.	  	  	  Like	   in	   earlier	   electoral	   campaigns,	   the	   government	   had	   a	   pragmatic	   approach	   and	  
“promoted	   a	   ‘yes’	   as	   sound	   business	   sense	   and	   stressed	   the	   importance	   of	   ‘a	   place	   at	   the	  
table’”	   (Adler-­‐Nissen	   2014:	   81).	   In	   this	   sense,	   the	   election	   campaign	   had	   further	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  http://thinkeuropa.dk/politik/danskerne-­‐vil-­‐udskifte-­‐retsforbeholdet-­‐med-­‐en-­‐tilvalgsordning	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resemblance	  to	  the	  referendum	  on	  the	  JHA	  opt-­‐outs	  2015.	  Actually,	  former	  Prime	  Minister	  Poul	  Nyrup	  Rasmussen	  articulated	  the	  Euro	  cooperation	  as	  something	  temporary,	  which	  Denmark	  could	  later	  withdraw	  from,	  thus	  arguing	  that	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	  would	  de	  facto	  remain	  untouched	  (Ibid:	  81).	  Another	  frame	  of	  reference	  to	  the	  referendum	  of	  2015	  is	  the	  mutual	   accusations	   of	   conducting	   ‘scare	   campaigns’	   between	   the	   yes	   and	  no	   parties.	   In	  2000	   Poul	   Nyrup	   Rasmussen	   said:	   “if	   a	   yes	   is	   not	   achieved,	   the	   risk	   is	   that	  many	   export	  
companies	  will	  get	   in	   trouble	  due	   to	  pressure	  on	   the	  Danish	  crown.	   In	  Denmark	   it	  applies	  
that	  a	  yes-­‐vote	  September	  28th	  will	  be	  best	   for	  the	  workplace”.	  27	  Using	   the	   same	   rhetoric,	  the	  current	  Danish	  Prime	  Minister	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  said	  on	  the	  21th	  of	  November	  2015:	   “a	  yes	  at	   the	   referendum	  on	   the	  3rd	   of	  December	  will	  make	   the	  work	  easier	   for	   the	  
Danish	  police.	  The	  police	  should	  have	  all	  of	  the	  possibilities	  of	  securing	  our	  security”28.	  	  
4.5	  Tidying	  up	  the	  ends	  from	  1972	  to	  2015	  	  It	   is	  a	  common	  denominator	  that	   the	  referenda	  relating	  to	  Denmark’s	   integration	   in	   the	  EC/EU	   have	   had	   high	   voter	   turnouts:	   90.1	   percent	   in	   1972,	   75.8	   percent	   in	   1986,	   83.1	  percent	  in	  1992,	  86.5	  percent	  in	  1993,	  87.6	  percent	  in	  2000,	  and	  72.0	  percent	  in	  2015.	  29	  In	  comparison,	  the	  European	  Parliamentary	  elections	  have	  had	  a	  significant	   lower	  voter	  turnout	  on	  approximately	  45-­‐55	  percent.30	  For	  this	  reason	  it	  seems	  fair	  to	  conclude	  that	  the	   Danish	   population	   is	   actually	   concerned	   about	   the	   EU	   cooperation	   and	   voters	   are	  committing	   themselves	   to	   the	   referenda	   in	   questions	   on	   possible	   further	   European	  integration.	  	  It	   is	  also	  evident	   that	  Denmark’s	  membership	  of	   the	  EC/EU	  has	  been	  closely	   tied	   to	   the	  political	   choices	  of	  Britain.	  Apart	   from	  trade	  affiliation,	  Denmark	  has	  also	  profited	   from	  British	   front-­‐running:	   “Because	   the	   UK	   essentially	   fought	   the	   battle	   over	   the	   EMU	   in	   the	  
early	  1990s,	  Denmark	  hid	  behind	  the	  UK	  during	  the	  negotiations,	  and	  its	  reluctance	  passed	  
almost	  unnoticed”	  (Adler-­‐Nissen	  2014:	   80).	   For	   the	   same	   reasons,	   the	  UK	  will	   probably	  continue	  to	  influence	  the	  Danish	  policy	  on	  EU	  cooperation.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  27	  http://www.folkebevaegelsen.dk/nyheder/blog/article/husker-­‐du-­‐ar-­‐2000-­‐euroafstemningen	  28	  http://www.information.dk/telegram/552941	  29	  http://english.eu.dk/en/faq/faq/referendums	  30	  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/elections2014-­‐results/da/turnout.html	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What	  can	  further	  be	  stressed	   is	   that	  Euroscepticism	  in	  Denmark	  has	  been	  present	  since	  the	  1970s	  and,	  regardless	  of	  the	  political	  efforts,	  has	  become	  a	  permanent	  feature	  in	  the	  Danish	  political	  debate.	  Denmark	  has	  always	  had	  strong	  economic	  interests	  in	  the	  EC/EU,	  however,	  Denmark	  has	  been	   less	  willing	   to	  give	  up	  Danish	  sovereignty	   in	  areas	  such	  as	  the	  EMU	  and	  JHA.	  	  	  To	   combat	   Euroscepticism,	   several	   Danish	   governments	   have	   resorted	   to	   a	   pragmatic	  approach.	   For	   the	   same	   reasons	   probably	   the	   present	   Danish	   government	   decided	   in	  advance	  decided	  to	  opt-­‐out	  from	  ten	  of	  32	  accessible	  legal	  acts	  mentioned	  in	  the	  political	  agreement	  of	  17th	  of	  March	  2015.	  
	  
5.	  Theory	  	  The	  following	  section	  will	  outline	  the	  project’s	  theoretical	  framework	  and	  apply	  the	  work	  on	  Governmentality	  of	  Michel	  Foucault,	  Mitchell	  Dean	  and	  other	   theorists	  who	  redefine	  the	  work	  of	  Foucault.	  
	  
5.1	  The	  Origins	  of	  Governmentality	  	  In	   his	   quest	   for	   understanding	   the	   long-­‐term	   processes	   of	   co-­‐evolution	   of	   modern	  statehood	  and	  subjectivity	  Michel	  Foucault,	  in	  a	  series	  of	  lectures	  delivered	  at	  the	  Collège	  de	  France,	  introduced	  the	  concept	  of	  ‘Governmentality’	  (Lemke	  2007:	  12-­‐13).	  	  In	   Foucault’s	   late	   authorship	  he	   argues	   that	   after	   the	  Renaissance,	   the	  notion	   of	   power	  being	  held	  by	  or	  identified	  with	  a	  single	  person	  is	  replaced	  with	  what	  he	  calls	  ‘biopower’;	  the	  power	  to	  control	  the	  body	  and	  mind	  of	  people.	  This	  power	  developed	  with	  the	  coming	  of	  social	  and	  human	  sciences	  and	  seems	  ubiquitous	  and	  ever	  changing	  since	  many	  ideas,	  discourses	   and	   institutions	   compete	   to	   control	   and	   thus	   constantly	   produce	   resistance	  (Danaher	  et.	  al.:	  2000	  &	  Lemke	  2007).	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5.2	  Government	  as	  the	  conduct	  of	  a	  conduct	  	  In	  many	  studies,	  the	  term	  ‘government’	  is	  associated	  with	  a	  sovereign	  body	  that	  claims	  a	  monopoly	  of	  independent	  territorial	  power	  and	  means	  of	  violence.	  However,	  as	  Foucault	  considers	  power	   to	  be	  ubiquitous	   in	  modern	   society,	   the	   term	  government	  becomes	  an	  indirect	  shaping	  of	  actors	  and	  reflexive	  determination	  of	  the	  space	  of	  action:	  	  
“Government	   is	  any	  more	  or	   less	   calculated	  and	  rational	  activity,	  undertaken	  by	  a	  
multiplicity	  of	  authorities	  and	  agencies,	  employing	  a	  variety	  of	  techniques	  and	  forms	  
of	   knowledge,	   that	   seeks	   to	   shape	   conduct	   by	   working	   through	   our	   desires,	  
aspirations,	  interests	  and	  beliefs,	  for	  definite	  but	  shifting	  ends	  and	  with	  a	  diverse	  set	  
of	  relatively	  unpredictable	  consequences,	  effects	  and	  outcomes”	  (Dean	  1999:	  11).	  	  Thus,	   the	   notion	   of	   government	   can	  be	   expressed	   as	   the	   ‘conduct	   of	   a	   conduct’	   leading	  someone	   to	   lead	   themselves.	   Because	   the	   term	   consists	   of	   a	   claim	   to	   self-­‐guidance	   and	  self-­‐accountability	  it	  becomes	  both	  ethical	  and	  moral	  in	  essence.	  In	  addition,	  it	  relies	  on	  a	  ‘primary	   freedom’	   of	   those	   who	   are	   governed	   entailed	   in	   the	   capacities	   of	   acting	   and	  thinking	  (Ibid:	  15).	  	  	  	  
5.3	  Regimes	  of	  practice	  and	  regimes	  of	  government	  	  Regimes	   of	   practices	   are	   depending	   on	   forms	   of	   knowledge	   and	   should	   be	   viewed	   as	  	  
“more	   or	   less	   organized	   ways,	   at	   any	   given	   time	   and	   place,	   we	   think	   about,	   reform	   and	  
practice	  such	  things	  as	  caring,	  administering,	  counselling,	  curing,	  punishing,	  educating	  and	  
so	  on”	  (Foucault	  in	  Dean	  1999:	  21).	  Thus,	  an	  analysis	  of	  government	  seeks	  to	  outline	  how	  we	   govern	   and	   are	   governed	   within	   different	   regimes	   and	   how	   these	   regimes	   are	  constituted,	  maintained	  and	   transformed	  (Ibid:	  20-­‐23).	   	  Regimes	  of	  government	  are	   the	  inherent	   subcomponents	   of	   regimes	   of	   practices.	   They	   are	   “concerned	   with	   ways	   of	  directing	  the	  conduct	  of	  self	  and	  others”	  (Ibid:	  211).	  	  	  According	   to	   Mitchell	   Dean,	   it	   is	   possible	   to	   distinguish	   between	   four	   dimensions	   of	   a	  regime	   of	   practice;	   even	   though	   these	   dimensions	   are	   relatively	   autonomous	   they	   still	  presuppose	  each	  other.	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  From	  a	   Foucauldian	  perspective	   the	   yes-­‐parties	   and	  no-­‐parties	   are	   regimes	   of	   practice.	  These	   regimes	   are	   typically	   analyzed	   along	   four	   independent	   varying	   but	   related	  dimensions.	  The	  project	  will	   also	  use	   this	  approach	   to	  obtain	  a	   solid	   insight	   in	  how	   the	  different	  actors,	  within	  the	  two	  distinct	  regimes	  of	  practice	  interacted	  during	  the	  electoral	  campaign	   preceding	   the	   referendum	   on	   JHA,	   as	   will	   be	   elaborated	   on	   in	   the	   following	  section.	  The	  four	  dimensions	  will	  serve	  as	  points	  of	  orientation	  in	  the	  analysis	  and	  will	  be	  outlined	  below	  in	  the	  analytical	  strategy.	  	  
6.	  Method	  	  	  This	  chapter	  will	  present	  the	  project’s	  analytical	  strategy	  and	  the	  choice	  of	  empirical	  data	  together	  with	  validity	  of	  the	  interview,	  transcription	  and	  interview	  strategy.	  	  
	  
6.1	  Analytical	  strategy	  	  To	   answer	   the	   research	   question,	   this	   project	   will	   apply	   Governmentality	   as	   the	  theoretical	  tool	  to	  break	  down	  the	  different	  components	  of	  the	  electoral	  campaign	  leading	  up	  to	  the	  referendum	  on	  JHA	  opt-­‐out	  2015.	  Like	  earlier	  stated,	  regimes	  of	  practice	  can	  be	  understood	  and	  thus	  analyzed	  from	  four	  reciprocal	  and	  distinct	  dimensions.	  This	  project	  will	  not	  analyze	  the	  full	  range	  of	  components,	  however,	  it	  will	  focus	  on	  the	  most	  decisive.	  The	   components	   will	   serve	   as	   point	   of	   orientation	   and	   thus	   guide	   the	   analysis;	   the	  following	  section	  will	  account	  for	  their	  use.	  	  	  
• The	   field	   of	   visibility	   of	   government.	   This	   dimension	   investigates	   the	   forms	   of	  visibility	  necessary	  to	  the	  retention	  of	  particular	  regimes.	  Hence,	  it	  is	  investigated	  how	   a	   regime	   of	   practice	   shed	   light	   on	   certain	   objects	   and	   how	   it	   tries	   to	   hide	  other.	   The	   object	   is	   to	   outline	   potential	   diagrams	   of	   power	   and	   authority.	   This	  dimension	   of	   the	   analysis	  will	   be	   used	   to	   illustrate	   how	   the	   yes-­‐parties	   and	   no-­‐parties	  focused	  on	  different	  objectives	  of	  the	  referendum	  on	  JHA,	   i.e.	  pragmatism	  versus	  sovereignty	  (Dean	  1999:	  30-­‐31).	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• The	   Techne	   of	   government.	   The	   second	   dimension	   asks	   by	   what	   means,	  mechanisms,	   procedures,	   instruments,	   tactics,	   techniques,	   technologies	   and	  vocabularies	   is	   authority	   constituted	   and	   rule	   accomplished.	   The	   techne	   of	  government	   set	   out	   to	   prove	   that	   ‘government’	   is	   not	   solely	   a	   question	   of	  ideologies	  since	  technical	  means	  are	  often	  a	  prerequisite	  for	  successful	  ruling.	  This	  dimension	   will	   analyze	   election	   posters,	   tactics,	   vocabularies	   and	   the	   inherent	  techniques,	  which	  can	  be	  deducted	  from	  the	  use	  of	  specific	  wording	  (Ibid:	  31)	  	  	  
• The	   episteme	   of	   government.	   The	   episteme	   of	   government	   asks	   what	   forms	  thoughts,	  knowledge,	  expertise,	  strategies,	  means	  of	  calculation,	  or	  rationality	  are	  employed	   in	   practices	   of	   governing.	   To	   analyze	   the	   episteme	   of	   government	   the	  literature	   avoids	   social	   realism	   that	   simply	  describes	  what	   do	   exist.	   This	   project	  will	  analyze	  this	  dimension	  by	  looking	  at	  the	  deliberate	  attempts	  to	  create	  forms	  of	  ‘truths’	   for	   example	   in	   relations	   to	  Europol	   etc.	  within	   the	   respective	   regimes	  of	  practice	  (Ibid:	  31-­‐32).	  
	  
• The	  formation	  of	  identities.	  The	  final	  dimension	  studies	  what	  forms	  of	  identity	  are	  presupposed	   by	   different	   practices	   of	   government	   and	   what	   sorts	   of	  transformation	   these	   practices	   seek;	   what	   statuses,	   capacities,	   attributes	   and	  orientations	   are	   assumed	   of	   those	   who	   govern	   and	   those	   who	   are	   governed.	   It	  should	   be	   noted	   that	   regimes	   of	   government	   do	   not	   create	   real	   subjectivity,	  however,	   they	   try	   to	   elicit,	   promote,	   facilitate,	   foster	   and	   attribute	   various	  capacities,	  qualities	  and	  statuses	  to	  particular	  agents	  (Ibid:	  30-­‐33).	  Within	  this	  this	  dimension	   the	   project	   will	   discuss	   the	   different	   types	   of	   identities	   that	   are	  presupposed	  and	  promoted	  respectively	  within	  the	  two	  regimes	  of	  government.	  	  	  
6.2	  Reflections	  concerning	  the	  selection	  of	  empirical	  material	  	  This	   project	   recognizes	   that	   an	   exhaustive	   analysis	   of	   the	   portfolio	   of	   documents,	  interviews,	  debates	  etc.,	  relating	  to	  the	  referendum	  on	  the	  JHA	  opt-­‐out	  2015,	  in	  the	  given,	  context	   is	   beyond	   reach.	   To	   cope	   with	   this	   potential	   bias,	   the	   project	   will	   focus	   on	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empirical	   material	   from	   established	   surroundings,	   such	   as	   nationwide	   newspapers,	  broadcasting	  channels	  etc.	  	  
6.2.1	  TV	  debates	  
	  
-­‐	  Bag	  Borgen,	  november	  12th	  2015.31	  ‘Bag	  Borgen’	  is	  a	  Danish	  series	  of	  political	  broadcasts.	  In	   the	  episode	   the	  12th	  of	  December	  2015,	  Minister	   for	   Justice	  Søren	  Pind	   (V)	  and	  MEP	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	  from	  the	  Eurosceptic	  Danish	  People’s	  Party	  (DF)	  are	  participating.	  This	   project	   considers	   the	   debate	   to	   be	   crucial	   as	   both	   of	   the	   participants	   are	   leading	  figures	   from	  the	  yes	  and	  no	  parties	   respectively.	   In	  addition,	   the	  debate	  was	  held	   three	  weeks	  prior	  to	  the	  election,	  making	  the	  timing	  important.	  	  -­‐	  Demokratiets	   aften,	  DR’s	   koncertsal,	   1st	   of	   December	   2015.32	  ‘Demokratiets	   Aften’	   is	   a	  nationwide	  series	  of	  TV-­‐debates	  hosted	  by	  the	  public	  service	  broadcasting	  Danish	  Radio	  (DR).	   This	   project	   considers	   that	   the	   debate	   was	   likely	   one	   of	   the	   most	   important	  landmarks.	   The	   debate	   lasted	   four	   one	   hour	   and	   27	   minutes	   and	   the	   full	   spectrum	   of	  political	   leaders	   participated.	   In	   addition,	   the	   political	   commentator	   and	   TV	   host	   Ask	  Rostrup	   explained	   several	   aspects	   of	   the	   referendum	   such	   as	   the	   meaning	   of	   parallel	  agreements.	  For	  these	  reasons	  the	  viewing	  figures	  are	  normally	  very	  high.	  	  
-­‐	  EU	  2015,	  Christiansborg	  29th	  of	  November	  2015.33	  Prime	  Minister	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  (V)	  and	  the	  head	  of	  the	  Danish	  People’s	  Party	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	  participated	  in	  the	  political	  debate	  relating	   to	   the	   forthcoming	  referendum	  on	   JHA	  opt-­‐out.	  The	  debate	  had	  media	  coverage	  and	  gained	  a	  lot	  of	  subsequent	  attention;	  therefore	  this	  project	  considers	  it	  to	  be	  important.	  	  	  
-­‐	  Party	  leader	  debate,	  Børsen,	  November	  28th	  2015.34	  The	  debate	  was	  held	  four	  days	  prior	  to	   the	   election	   and	   hosted	   by	   the	   public	   service	   broadcasting	   channel	   TV2	   News	   and	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  31	  https://www.dr.dk/tv/se/bag-­‐borgen/bag-­‐borgen-­‐2015-­‐11-­‐12	  32http://www2.statsbiblioteket.dk/mediestream/tv/record/doms_radioTVCollection%3Auuid%3Afb3a1e32-­‐4372-­‐44a9-­‐a090-­‐7dc0000b9f67/query/Demokratiets%20aften	  33	  http://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/eu15/video-­‐loekke-­‐i-­‐duel-­‐med-­‐thulesen-­‐dahl-­‐afstemningen-­‐handler-­‐ikke-­‐om-­‐tillid-­‐til#!/	  34	  http://politik.tv2.dk/2015-­‐11-­‐28-­‐partilederdebat-­‐om-­‐eu-­‐afstemning-­‐de-­‐to-­‐sider-­‐toernede-­‐sammen	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moderated	  by	   journalist	  Lotte	  Mejlhede.	  The	  panel	  consisted	  of	  primarily	  political	  party	  leaders	  and	  spokesmen/spokeswomen/leading	  candidates.	  The	  debate	  was	  live	  streamed	  and	  people	  were	  able	  digitally	  to	  address	  questions	  to	  the	  politicians.	  	  	  	  
6.2.2	  Use	  of	  Internet	  sources	  	  In	  January	  2016,	  the	  debate	  relating	  to	  the	  referendum	  on	  the	  JHA	  opt-­‐out	  is	  still	  ongoing	  and	  therefore,	  the	  academic	  portfolio	  is	  relatively	  sparse	  at	  this	  moment.	  For	  this	  reason	  this	  project	  uses	  many	  Internet	  sources.	  However,	   it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  these	  sources	  have	   been	   carefully	   selected	   from	   solid	   news	   sources	   such	   as	   the	   Danish	   Ministry	   of	  Justice,	  The	  European	  Parliament,	  Eur-­‐lex	  and	  established	  newspapers	  such	  as	  Politiken,	  Information,	  BBC,	  and	  Euractiv	  etc.	  
	  
6.2.3	  Interview	  	  As	   mentioned	   above	   this	   project	   has	   found	   little	   academic	   work	   relating	   to	   the	  referendum	  on	  the	  JHA	  opt-­‐out	  2015.	  For	  this	  reason	  the	  project	  also	  uses	  an	  interview,	  which	  is	  assumed	  to	  raise	  the	  value	  of	  the	  project	  by	  adding	  some	  expert	  knowledge.	  The	  project	  uses	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  method;	  that	  leaves	  room	  for	  the	  interviewer	  to	   make	   sudden	   impulses	   since	   the	   structure	   is	   not	   entirely	   bound	   to	   questions	  (Brinkmann	  &	  Kvale	  2015).	  	  	  A	  key	  denominator	  in	  social	  science	  is	  the	  concept	  of	  ‘validity’:	  whether	  an	  indicator	  that	  is	  devised	  to	  gauge	  a	  concept	  really	  measures	  that	  concept	  (Bryman	  2012).	  Sinne	  Backs	  Conan	   has	   been	   chosen	   as	   the	   interviewee,	   based	   on	   her	   in-­‐depth	   knowledge	   of	   EU	  politics.	  She	  is	  the	  CEO	  of	  Konsentio	  a	  Danish-­‐Belgian	  public	  affairs	  bureau	  dealing	  with	  EU	   lobbyism.	  Moreover,	   she	   is	   a	   former	   spin-­‐doctor	   for	   prominent	   politicians	   from	   the	  Liberal	  Party	  and	  at	  present	  affiliated	  with	  TV2	  News	  on	  EU	  matters.	  Notably,	  Sinne	  Back	  Conan	   is	   in	   the	  execute	   committee	  of	   the	  Danish	  European	  Movement	  and	  personally	   a	  pro	  European	  integrationist.	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Building	  an	  analysis	  on	  a	  ‘one-­‐side-­‐interview’	  may	  seem	  biased.	  Nonetheless,	  the	  design	  of	  interview	  questions	  has	  been	  designed	  with	  a	  view	  to	  shed	  equal	  light	  on	  the	  arguments	  from	   the	   two	   parties	   and	   thus	   with	   a	   view	   to	   gain	   to	   the	   largest	   possible	   extent	   an	  objective	   and	   impartial	   knowledge,	  which	   can	  be	  applied	   in	   the	  analysis.	  Moreover,	   the	  interview	   is	   supplement	  and	  not	  a	  major	   component	  of	   the	  analysis.	   For	   these	   reasons,	  the	  interview	  is	  considered	  ‘valid’.	  	  
6.2.4	  Transcription	  	  In	  accordance	  with	  Kvale	  and	  Brinkmann	  there	  are	  universal	  rules	  for	  transcription.	  Thus,	  one	  must	  (can)	  make	  some	  general	  choices	  to	  create	  cohesion.	  In	  this	  project	  it	  is	  decided	  to	   transcribe	   the	   interview	   chronologically,	   hence	   no	   parts	   are	   left	   out	   besides	   empty	  words	  such	  as	  ‘er’	  (Kvale	  &	  Brinkmann	  2009:	  203).	  
	  
7.	  Analysis	  	  As	  mentioned	   in	  chapter	  5	  and	  6	  this	  project	  undertakes	  an	  analytics	  of	  government	  by	  analyzing	   regimes	   of	   practice	   along	   four	   different	   dimensions:	   fields	   of	   visibility	   of	  government,	  concern	  for	  the	  technical	  aspects	  of	  government,	  approach	  to	  government	  as	  rational	  and	  thoughtful	  activity	  and	  attention	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  identities.	  	  
7.1	  The	  examination	  of	  fields	  of	  visibility	  of	  government	  
	  
TV	  debate:	  Bag	  Borgen	  November	  12th	  2015	  Moderator,	  Ask	  Rostrup,	  initiates	  the	  debate	  by	  asking	  the	  two	  politicians,	  Søren	  Pind	  (V)	  and	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	   (DF),	   to	  describe	  what	   the	  referendum	   in	   their	  opinion	  was	  about	   and	   why	   the	   entitled	   voters	   should	   vote	   as	   they	   recommended	   yes	   or	   no	  respectively.	  	  	  Søren	  Pind:	  “The	  Referendum	  is	  concerned	  with	  future	  Danish	  participation	  in	  Europol,	  and	  
many	   other	   legal	   acts	   i.e.	   trafficking	   and	   rules	   on	   bankruptcy.	   To	   put	   in	   simple:	   we	   are	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making	  it	  safer	  to	  be	  a	  Dane,	  harder	  to	  be	  a	  criminal	  and	  easier	  to	  run	  a	  business”	   (01:25-­‐01:45).	  	  	  Morten	   Messerschmidt:	   “Because	   of	   everything	   that	   Pind	   has	   not	   said.	   The	   EU	   positive	  
parties,	  seated	  in	  our	  Parliamentary	  Committee	  of	  European	  Affairs,	  will	  be	  able	  to	  opt-­‐in	  to	  
every	   area	   of	   the	   EU’s	   legal	   policy.	   Thus,	   way	   more	   than	   the	   three	   legal	   acts	   that	   Pind	  
mentions	  here.	  It	  is	  migration	  policy,	  rules	  on	  policy	  and	  the	  courts,	  criminal	  law	  and	  mutual	  
recognition	   of	   legislation	   from	   other	   EU	   countries;	   a	   wide	   range	   of	   things	   that	   the	  
government	  does	  not	  mention	  at	  all”.	  (02:00-­‐02:29).	  	  In	  a	   follow-­‐up	  question	  Alf	  Rostrup	  asks	  Søren	  Pind	  again	  whether	  he	  believes	   that	   the	  referendum	   is	   about	   something	   concrete,	   since	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	   just	   visualized	   a	  different	   set	   of	   objectives.	   Søren	   Pind	   responds:	   “It	   is	   in	   the	   interest	  of	  Morten	   to	   cause	  
horror	  and	   fear.	  However,	   yes,	   I	   believe	   than	  we	  are	   voting	  on	  a	  number	  of	   very	   concrete	  
things”	  (03:01-­‐03:10).	  	  	  It	  appears	  beginning	  of	  the	  program	  that	  Søren	  Pind	  wants	  to	  illuminate	  the	  positive	  sides	  of	  Europol.	  In	  addition,	  he	  charts	  the	  generally	  acceptable	  additional	  legal	  acts	  such	  as	  the	  directive	   on	   combating	   trafficking	   and	   exploitation	   of	   children,	   which	   purpose	   it	   to	  challenge	   the	   opponent.	   The	   dialog	   further	   illustrates	   that	   Søren	   Pind	   is	   interested	   in	  
shadowing	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  yes	  at	  the	  referendum	  will	  relinquish	  sovereignty	  to	  the	  EU.	  	  	  	  In	  relations	  to	  Søren	  Pind’s	  arguments	  Ask	  Rostrup	  asks	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	  whether	  or	  not	  he	  is	  in	  favor	  of	  EU	  cooperation	  on	  the	  22	  legal	  acts.	  	  Morten	  Messerschmidt:	   “the	   fact	   is	   that	   there	  are	  many	  elements	   in	   these	  directives	   that	  
are	  way	  more	  complex	  and	  unappetizing	  than	  the	  Minister	  of	  Justice	  conveys.	  I.e.	  we	  have	  to	  
recognize	  legislation	  from	  other	  EU	  countries	  without	  verification”	  (11:07-­‐11:34).	  	  Morten	   Messerschmidt	   seems	   to	   use	   a	   different	   ‘architectural	   drawing’.	   Apparently	   he	  
perceives	  Danish	  Europol	  participation	  as	  minor	  challenge,	  arguing	  that	  Denmark	  will	  be	  able	   to	   negotiate	   a	   parallel-­‐agreement	   on	   Europol	   because	   Denmark’s	   participation	   is	  invaluable	   for	   the	  other	  member	   states.	  Thus,	  Europol	  becomes	  visible	   on	  a	   lower	   level	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than	   the	   legal	  uncertainties	   that	  a	  positive	  outcome	  might	   lead	   to.	  According	   to	  Morten	  Messerschmidt,	   it	   would	   be	   beneficial	   for	   Denmark	   simply	   to	   negotiate	   separate	  agreements	   on	   the	   22	   legal	   acts	   accentuated	   by	   the	   government,	   instead	   of	   a	   de	   facto	  handing	  over	  the	  full	  sovereignty	  on	  JHA	  to	  the	  European	  Union.	  The	  statement	  illustrates	  that	  in	  essence	  it	  is	  the	  Danish	  sovereignty	  that	  is	  to	  be	  governed.	  	  The	  same	  level	  of	  visibility	  on	  Europol	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  in	  a	  feature	  by	  Søren	  Pind,	  which	  was	  published	  in	  the	  Danish	  newspaper	  ‘Politiken’	  on	  the	  2nd	  of	  November	  2015.35	  In	  the	  feature	   Søren	   Pind	   uses	   the	   word	   ‘Europol’	   37	   times	   without	   casting	   a	   light	   on	  ‘Sovereignty’	  once.	  	  	  In	  the	  interview,	  Sinne	  Conan	  explains	  the	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  parties	  and	  starts	  with	  the	  no	  parties:	  	  
“It	  was	  a	  protest	  campaign.	  While	  the	  yes-­‐side	  tried	  to	  be	  concrete	  in	  their	  rhetoric;	  
believing	   that	   they	   could	   clarify	   the	   content	   of	   the	   22	   legal	   acts:	   trafficking,	  
cybercrime	   and	   pedophilia	   etc.	   the	   no-­‐side	   won	   by	   raising	   the	   stakes	   and	   discuss	  
sovereignty,	  national	  self-­‐determination;	  they	  discursively	  constructed	  the	  ‘no’	  into	  a	  
democratic	  context.	  Thus,	  one	  can	  conclude	  that	  the	  no-­‐side	  was	  flying	  whereas	  the	  
yes-­‐side	  tried	  to	  be	  concrete	  –	  which	  did	  not	  work	  at	  all”	  (Appendix).	  	  In	   the	   quote	   Sinne	   Conan	   adds	   a	   contemporary	   perspective	   to	   demonstrate	   of	   two	  different	   fields	   of	   visibility	   within	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	   practices.	   This	   is	   consistent	   with	  Foucault’s	  assumptions	  that	  discourses	  compete	  to	  conduct	  and	  hence	  produce	  resistance	  from	  competing	  regimes	  of	  practices.	  	  
Party	  leader	  TV	  debate,	  Børsen,	  November	  28th	  2015	  Using	  the	  same	  vocabulary	  as	  Søren	  Pind,	  The	  Prime	  Minister	  opens	  the	  debate,	  by	  using	  the	  same	  vocabulary	  as	  Søren	  Pind	  as	  he	  states:	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  35	  http://politiken.dk/debat/kroniken/ECE2911190/et-­‐nej-­‐ved-­‐folkeafstemningen-­‐3-­‐december-­‐vil-­‐skabe-­‐usikkerhed/	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  “We	  are	   changing	   the	  opt-­‐out	   to	  a	   flexible	  opt-­‐in	   to	  gain	  greater	   influence	  within	   the	  EU	  
and	   to	   ensure	   further	  Danish	  participation	   in	  Europol”	   (11:07).	   Using	   the	   same	   rhetoric,	  the	   Danish	   opposition	   leader,	   Mette	   Frederiksen,	   states	   that	   Europol	   and	   security	  cooperation	  are	  the	  objectives	  to	  be	  sought	  in	  the	  referendum	  (11:09).	  	  From	   the	   no-­‐parties,	   Pernille	   Skipper	   and	   head	   of	   Liberal	   Alliance,	   Anders	   Samuelsen,	  contrary	   to	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  and	  Mette	  Frederiksen,	  seek	  to	  draw	  our	  attention	   to	  democracy	  and	  that:	  “We	  are	  only	  ought	  to	  hand	  over	  sovereignty	  if	  it	  is	  necessary;	  and	  it	  is	  
not	   the	   case	   here”	   (Samuelsen	   11:11).	   It	   seems	   that	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	   practice	   are	  interconnected	   by	   pairs,	   equally	   interested	   in	   defining	   respectively	   what	   from	   a	  pragmatic	  point	  of	  view	  is	  advisable	  versus	  consideration	  for	  sovereignty;	  as	  the	  objects	  to	  be	  governed.	  	  During	  the	  debate	  Pia	  Olsen	  Dyhr,	  head	  of	  the	  Socialist	  People’s	  Party,	  addresses	  head	  of	  the	  Danish	  People’s	  Party,	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	  and	  five	  minutes	  later	  Pernille	  Skipper:	  
“I	   believe	   that	  we	   lack	   an	   explanation,	   Thulesen	  Dahl,	  which	   of	   the	   22	   legal	   acts	   are	   you	  
unwilling	   to	   participate	   in?	   –	   the	  Directive	   on	   Trafficking,	   Pedophilia	   or	   Terror?”	   (11:22,	  11:27).	  	  The	  requests	  remain	  unanswered	  by	  the	  no-­‐parties,	  which	  illustrates	  that	  the	  no	  parties	  want	  to	  shadow	  the	  discussion	  on	  the	  legal	  acts	  and	  perceive	  sovereignty	  as	  the	  object	  to	  
be	  governed.	  	  
TV	  debate	  Demokratiets	  Aften,	  the	  1st	  of	  December	  2015	  This	   broadcasting	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   a	   snapshot	   on	   how	   the	   debate	   ended.	   The	  broadcasting	   is	   perhaps	   the	   most	   distinct	   example	   of	   how	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	   practice	  tried	   to	   illuminate	   and	   hide	   certain	   aspects	   of	   the	   possible	   result	   of	   the	   referendum.	  During	  the	  debate,	  the	  politicians	  use	  the	  word	  “Europol”	  46	  times	  and	  “sovereignty”	  30	  times.	   What	   may	   be	   even	   more	   interesting	   is	   how	   the	   yes-­‐parties	   continuously	   keeps	  
illuminating	   the	   additional	   legal	   acts	   (16	   times)	   and	  how,	   in	   comparison	   the	  no-­‐parties	  only	   touch	   upon	   these	   additional	   legal	   acts	   one	   time,	   first-­‐hand.	   What	   is	   further	  remarkable	  is	  how	  the	  yes-­‐politicians	  and	  especially	  the	  Danish	  Prime	  Minister,	  (like	  Pia	  Olsen	  Dyhr	  on	  Børsen	   three	  days	  earlier),	   repeatedly	  demand	  the	  no-­‐parties	   to	  explain;	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which	   of	   the	   additional	   legal	   acts	   the	   no-­‐parties	   are	   not	   in	   favor	   of	   (i.e.	   29:29,	   31:17,	  53:03,	   55:43).	   	   Rina	   Ronja	   Kari	   from	   The	   People’s	   Movement	   against	   the	   EU,	   Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	  and	  Johanne	  Schmidt-­‐Nielsen	  seem	  to	  be	  unwilling	  to	  answer	  this	  question,	  however	   they	   shed	  light	  on	   the	  maybe	   less	   acceptable	  European	   Investigation	  Order,	   as	  done	   on	  many	   other	   occasions	   in	   the	   electoral	   campaign.	   In	   the	   interview,	   with	   Sinne	  Conan,	   used	   the	   metaphor	   “we	   were	   tuned	   into	   two	   different	   channels”.	   This	   project	  considers	  the	  debate	  to	  be	  a	  good	  example	  of	  how	  close-­‐knit	  the	  two	  regimes	  of	  practice	  were	  in	  their	  perceiving	  of	  the	  referendum’s	  content.	  	  To	   sum	   up,	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	   practice	   have	   different	   characteristics	   especially	   in	  emphasizing	  the	  different	  objectives	  of	  the	  referendum.	  The	  yes	  parties	  seem	  to	  place	  the	  highest	   level	   of	   visibility	   on	   Europol	   and	   some	   legal	   acts	   i.e.	   trafficking,	   pedophilia	   and	  rules	  on	  bankruptcy.	  Likewise	  the	  regime	  seems	  to	  hide	  or	   ignore	  the	  relinquishment	  of	  Danish	   sovereignty.	   Thus,	   the	   regime	  of	  practice	   can	   be	   characterized	   as	   placing	   a	   high	  
level	   of	   visibility	   on	   the	   pragmatic	   benefits	   of	   cross-­‐border	   collaboration	   for	   Denmark.	  Quite	   opposite	   the	   no	   parties	   use	   a	   different	   chart	   as	   they	   perceive	   consideration	   for	  Danish	  sovereignty	  as	  the	  main	  objective	  to	  be	  governed.	  Consequently,	  the	  visibility	  of	  the	  legal	  acts	  is	  low	  and	  instead,	  future	  uncertainties	  are	  in	  relations	  to	  sovereignty	  and	  self-­‐determination	  is	  enlightened.	  	  
7.2	  The	  concern	  for	  the	  technical	  aspect	  of	  government	  	  In	   the	   previous	   section	   it	   was	   established	   how	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	   practices	   used	   two	  different	   charts	   to	   respectively	   illuminate	   and	   hide	   certain	   possible	   outcomes	   of	   the	  referendum	  on	  JHA.	  In	  this	  respect	  it	  seems	  reasonable	  to	  conclude	  that	  the	  overall	  tactic	  from	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  was	  to	  illuminate	  the	  narrow	  content	  of	  the	  referendum	  and	  that	  the	  no-­‐parties	   used	   a	   tactic	   of	  hiding/neglecting	   the	   benefits	   of	   the	   opt-­‐in	   arrangements	   in	  relations	  to	  the	  content	  of	  the	  legal	  acts.	  Also	  the	  election	  posters	  illustrate	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  regimes	  of	  practice.	  Europol	   is	   the	  main	  object	   to	  be	  governed	   for	  both	  the	  Liberal	  Party	  and	  the	  Social	  Democrats	  and	  whereas	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  use	  the	  adjectives	  ‘help’	  and	  ‘comfort’,	  to	  illuminate	  the	  advantages	  of	  cross-­‐border	  police	  collaboration,	  the	  no-­‐parties	   use	   a	   different	   kind	  of	   pathos	  by	   adding	   the	   verbs	   ‘preserve’	   and	   ‘defend’;	   a	  much	   more	   aggressive	   and	   direct	   rhetoric.	   The	   wording	   seems	   to	   correlate	   with	   the	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desired	   field	   of	   visibility	   that	   encourages	   the	   high	   level	   of	   visibility	   on	   sovereignty	   and	  national	  self-­‐determination.	  In	  addition,	  the	  no	  posters	  cast	  a	  shadow	  on	  the	  legal	  acts	  by	  a	  tactic	  of	  hiding/neglecting.	  	  	  
	  According	   to	   Sinne	   Conan,	   the	   volume	   of	   no-­‐posters	   was	   significantly	   bigger	   than	   the	  corresponding	   yes-­‐posters:	   “we	   actually	   had	   to	   persuade	   some	   of	   the	   political	   parties	   to	  
participate	  in	  the	  mounting	  of	  the	  election	  posters”.	  This	  statement	  might	  indicate	  that	  the	  no-­‐parties	   were	   very	   concerned	   about	   technical	   aspects	   in	   their	   channel	   of	  communication	  (Appendix).36	  
	  Like	  argued	  earlier,	  Governmentality	  investigates	  how	  we	  govern	  and	  are	  governed	  within	  different	   regimes	   of	   practice.	   Government	   is	   to	   achieve	   ends	   and	   in	   order	   to	   do	   so	  successfully	  the	  government	  must	  use	  technical	  means	  (Dean	  1999).	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  36	  It	  was	  impossible	  to	  gain	  information	  about	  the	  precise	  amount	  of	  election	  posters	  from	  the	  parties.	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In	  the	  political	  debate	  it	  is	  notable	  that	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  seemed	  to	  use	  a	  technique,	  which	  encouraged	   a	   reproduction	   of	   wording	   similar	   to	   the	   one	   that	   Søren	   Pind	   used	   in	   Bag	  Borgen:	  	  
	  
“The	  Referendum	  is	  concerned	  with	  future	  Danish	  participation	  in	  Europol,	  and	  many	  other	  
legal	  acts	  i.e.	  trafficking	  and	  rules	  on	  bankruptcy.	  To	  put	  in	  simple:	  we	  making	  it	  safer	  to	  be	  
a	  Dane,	  harder	  to	  be	  a	  criminal	  and	  easier	  to	  run	  a	  business”	  	  	  In	   a	   quite	   similar	   way	   several	   prominent	   politicians	   from	   the	   Liberal	   Party	   used	   this	  wording,	  thus	  tactic	  as	  a	  joint	  technique:	  	  Spokesman	   of	   EU-­‐affairs	   Jakob	   Elleman	   Jensen:	   “it	   is	   about	   three	   things:	   to	   create	   the	  
biggest	   uncertainties	   for	   criminals,	   the	   greatest	   safety	   for	   the	   Danish	   population	   and	   the	  
greatest	  terms	  for	  Danish	  enterprises”	  (02:39-­‐02:49,	  Deadline,	  August	  21th	  2015).37	  	  Ulla	   Tørnæs:	   “The	   referendum	   is	   about	   areas	   that	   create	   a	   greater	   safety	   in	   Denmark,	  
making	  it	  harder	  to	  be	  a	  criminal	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  making	  it	  easier	  to	  an	  enterprise”	  (00:45-­‐00:57).38	  
	  Apparently,	   both	   parties	   used	   different	   tactics	   and	   techniques	   from	   the	   very	   beginning	  with	   a	   view	   to	   illuminate	   and	   hide	   different	   possible	   outcomes	   of	   the	   referendum,	  rhetorically	  and	  visually.	  This	  observation	  is	  consistent	  with	  observations	  in	  the	  general	  Danish	  EU	  debate,	  which	  also	  seems	  to	  revolve	  around	  pragmatic	  viewpoints	  of	  benefits	  for	  Denmark	  in	  relation	  to	  EU	  cooperation	  versus	  value-­‐based	  and	  ideological	  viewpoints	  in	  maintaining	   sovereignty.	   This	   has	   a	   linguistic	   dimension,	  which	  will	   be	   illustrated	   in	  quotations	   from	   three	  political	   debates,	   ‘EU	  2015’	   (Lars	   Løkke	  Rasmussen	   and	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl),	  ‘Bag	  Borgen’	  (Søren	  Pind	  and	  Morten	  Messerschmidt)	  and	  ‘Demokratiets	  Aften’	  (the	  political	  leaders).	  	  	  Whereas	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  keeps	  saying	  “we”	  (referring	   to	   the	  Danish	  population)	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	   continuously	  uses	  a	  different	  vocabulary	   for	   instance	   in	  phrases	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  37	  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QQC2onVxBfo	  38	  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lEUGmDegars	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like	   “if	   a	   majority	   among	   the	   population	   agrees”	   and	   “if	   the	   Danes	   want	   to”	   (EU	   2015:	  00:04,	   00:34,	   02:15,	   and	   05:25).	   In	   addition,	   he	  mentions	   “the	   Danes”	   and	   “the	   Danish	  population”	   ten	   times.	   In	  a	  similar	  way	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	  keeps	  repeating	   “The	  EU	  
parties”	   (Bag	   Borgen:	   02:29,	   13:39	   and	   21:46)	   and	   uses	   phrases	   such	   “a	   carte	   blanche	  
model”,	  “that	  opt-­‐in	  model”	  and	  “the	  price	  we	  are	  paying”	   (Bag	  Borgen:	  25:38,	  14:18	  and	  09:00).	   Rina	   Ronja	   Kari	   uses	   the	   same	   rhetoric:	   “We	   should	   not	   just	   throw	   the	   full	  
sovereignty	  down	  to	  the	  EU”	  (Demokratiets	  Aften:	  01:01:55).	  	  As	  mentioned	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  keeps	  saying	  “we”,	  and	  he	  emphasizes	  that	  “it	  is	  a	  in	  
the	   Danish	   interest	   to	   participate”	   (EU	   2015:	   00:59).	   Furthermore,	   he	   illuminates	   the	  additional	  advantages	  (apart	  from	  Europol)	  and	  keeps	  restating	  that	  the	  ‘yes’	  is	  backed	  by	  
“trade	   unions,	  wage-­‐earner	   organizations,	   children’s	   organizations	   and	   so	   on”	   (EU	   2015:	  03:40,	   06:23	   and	   06:40).	   Søren	   Pind	   uses	   the	   same	   rhetoric	   and	   talks	   about	   “common	  
sense	  legal	  acts”	  (Bag	  Borgen:	  10:19).	  	  
	  To	  sum	  up,	  by	  analyzing	   the	  technical	  aspects	  of	  government,	   the	   field	  of	   the	  governed	   is	  easier	  to	  picture.	  As	  stated,	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  have	  had	  a	  pronounced	  focus	  on	  Europol	  this	  
enlightenment	   can	   also	   be	   seen	   on	   the	   election	   posters,	   the	   vocabularies	   and	   the	  reproduction	   of	  wording	   in	   specific	   phrases.	   Quite	   contrary,	   the	   no-­‐parties	   put	   greater	  emphasize	   on	   the	   “preservation”	   and	   “defense”	   of	   the	   Danish	   Sovereignty.	   This	  observation	  correlates	  with	  their	  desired	  field	  of	  visibility.	  	  
	  
	  
7.3	  The	  approach	  to	  government	  as	  rational	  and	  thoughtful	  activity	  	  	  So	  far	  this	  project	  has	  shown	  how	  the	  two	  regimes	  of	  practice	  illuminate	  and	  hide	  different	  objectives	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   referendum	  and	  how	   they	   used	  different	  means	   to	   achieve	  their	  objectives.	  In	  the	  following	  section	  the	  project	  will	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  selection	  is	  grounded	  in	  thought	  and	  thus	  how	  rationality	  is	  deployed	  in	  the	  two	  regimes	  of	  practice.	  	  	  In	  the	  previous	  section	  it	  appeared	  that	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  had	  a	  pragmatic	  approach	  to	  the	  content	  of	  the	  referendum.	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  and	  Søren	  Pind	  talk	  about	  Europol	  and	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“common	   sense	   legal	   acts”,	   “tools	   for	   combatting	   cross-­‐border	   criminality”,	   “jeopardize	   of	  
participation	  in	  a	  central	  European	  police	  cooperation”	  and	  so	  on.	  These	  statements	  can	  all	  be	  seen	  as	  thoughts	  on	  the	  value	  of	  cross-­‐border	  police	  cooperation	  and	  knowledge	  of	  the	  specific	   legal	   acts	   that	   are	   i.e.	   combatted	   by	   Europol.	   Lars	   Løkke	   Rasmussen	   also	  demonstrates	  know-­‐how	  by	  mentioning	  that	  the	  legal	  procedure	  on	  parallel-­‐agreements	  is	  complex	   because	   751	   MEPs	   and	   the	   Council	   of	   Ministers	   all	   need	   to	   agree;	   this	   also	  illustrates	   an	   expertise	   within	   the	   regime	   of	   practice.	   The	   election	   posters	   further	  exemplifies	   that	   the	   yes-­‐parties	   used	   the	   specific	   legal	   acts	   i.e.	   on	   trafficking	   and	  pedophilia	   as	   a	  means	   of	   calculation	   to	   conduct	   the	   population	   to	   vote	   yes.	   Thus,	   the	  
rationality	  employed	  in	  this	  regime	  of	  practice	  is	  that	  people	  are	  likely	  to	  help	  the	  police	  if	  they	   are	   confronted	  with	   vivid	   examples	   of	   horrible	   criminality	   best	   solved	  on	   a	   cross-­‐border	   level	   by	   Europol.	   In	   essence,	   this	   approach	   give	   rise	   to	   an	   approach	   of	   truth	  implying	  that	  people	  who	  do	  not	  vote	  ‘yes’	  are	  more	  or	  less	  in	  favor	  of	  criminality.	  	  	  As	   demonstrated	   throughout	   this	   project,	   the	   no	   parties	   have	   deliberate	   focus	   on	   the	  nation	  and	  on	  sovereignty	  i.e.	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	  and	  Morten	  Messerschmidt.	   In	  the	  respective	  debates	  the	  two	  politicians	  use	  phrases	  such	  as:	  “The	  Danish	  population”,	  “If	  the	  
Danish	  populations	  agrees”,	  “Without	  asking	  the	  Danes”,	  “Bruxelles”,	  “Carte	  Blanche	  Model”	  and	  so	  on.	  These	  quotations	  may	  indicate	  that	  the	  no-­‐parties	  had	  a	  strategy	  about	  talking	  directly	  to	  the	  hearts	  of	  the	  Danish	  population.	  Furthermore,	  they	  further	  accentuated	  the	  refugee	   crises	  and	   the	  present	   lack	  of	  political	   trust,	   as	   illustrated	  by	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	   statement:	   “Should	   the	   referendum	   be	   positive,	   the	   asylum	   policy	  will	   be	   a	   political	  
question	  and	  not	  a	  legal	  one”	  (Demokratiets	  Aften,	  01:25:12).	  	  	  Sinne	  Conan	  explains	  the	  distinctions	  between	  the	  two	  approaches:	  “Nobody	  feels	  entirely	  
designated	   to	   help	   the	   police.	   However,	   they	   could	   feel	   designated	   to	   understand	   that	  
relinquish	  of	  sovereignty	  is	  bad	  for	  the	  democracy.	  (…)	  While	  the	  rest	  of	  us	  tried	  to	  explain	  
how	  Denmark	  could	  be	  forced	  to	  leave	  Europol,	  (...)	  which	  is	  purely	  logos,	  people	  sit	  around	  
frightened	  about	  migrants	  and	  the	  EU.”	  	  	  It	  seems	  that	   the	  means	  of	  calculations	  are	  the	   importance	  of	   the	   integrity	  of	   the	  Danish	  population.	  Thus,	  this	  approach	  gives	  rise	  to	  a	  specific	  form	  of	  truth	  aimed	  at	  people	  who	  do	   not	   trust	   the	   politicians	   i.e.	   the	   “EU	   friendly	   parties”	   and	   the	   government	   who	   are	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afraid	  of	  migration	  and	  an	  uncertain	  future	  in	  general;	  Denmark	  and	  Danish	  sovereignty	  should	   be	   defended	   by	   voting	   ‘no’.	   By	   repeatedly	   using	   the	   vocabulary	   “If	   the	   Danish	  
populations	   agrees”	   it	   further	   seems	   that	   the	   no	   parties	   intend	   to	   form	   the	  
institutional/political	   space	   as	   consisting	   of	   the	   Danish	   population	   and	   not	   a	   political	  assembly;	  this	  is	  opposed	  to	  the	  vocabulary	  of	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  who	  keeps	  arguing	  in	  terms	  of	  expertise,	  know-­‐how	  and	  thus	  pragmatic.	  
	  To	  conclude,	  based	  on	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  rationality	  and	  thoughts	  within	  the	  two	  regimes	  
of	  practice	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  gave	  rise	  to	  a	  specific	  form	  of	  truth,	  which	  states	   that	   the	   responsible	  Dane	   should	  vote	  yes.	  The	   thought(s)	   is	   to	   render	  particular	  issues	   through	   expertise	   and	   know-­‐how.	   Conversely,	   the	   no-­‐parties	   used	   a	   number	   a	  different	   means	   of	   calculation	   indicating	   that	   the	   Danish	   sovereignty	   should	   not	   be	  relinquished	   and	   that	   decision-­‐making	   should	   rest	  with	   the	  Danish	   population	   and	   not	  
“Bruxelles”.	  	  	  
7.4	  The	  attention	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  identities	  	  	  Up	   to	   this	  point	   this	  project	  has	   investigated	  how	   the	   two	   regimes	  of	  practice	   have	  had	  two	   distinct	   approaches	   to	   the	   conduct	   of	   the	   entitled	   Danish	   voters	   in	   the	   terms	   of	  desired	   visibility,	   technical	   aspects	   and	   how	   thought	   seeks	   to	   transform	   and	   give	   rise	  
specific	   forms	   of	   truth.	   As	   a	   forth	   and	   final	   dimension,	   it	   will	   be	   investigated	   how	   the	  
regimes	  of	  practice	  presuppose	   certain	   identities	   among	   the	  governors	   and	  what	   sorts	  of	  
transformation	  they	  promote	  among	  the	  governed.	  	  Throughout	  this	  project	  it	  has	  been	  demonstrated	  how	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  tried	  pragmatically	  to	  illuminate	  the	  benefits	  for	  Denmark	  by	  a	  yes	  to	  the	  referendum,	  such	  as	  participation	  in	  Europol.	  In	  Govermentality	  terms	  the	  practice	  of	  government	  thus	  relies	  on	  the	  capacities	  of	   the	   governors	   to	   appear	   pragmatic	   and	   explain	   the	   benefits	   of	   cross-­‐border	  collaboration	   i.e.	   shed	   a	   light	   on	   the	   content	   of	   the	   legal	   acts.	   Further	   this	   regime	   of	  
government	  relies	  on	  their	  status	  as	  leading	  Danish	  politicians.	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen	  has	  also	   continuously	   stressed	   the	   complex	   decision-­‐making	   process	   of	   the	   EU	   and	  highlighted	  how	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  were	  backed	  by	  numerous	   interest	  organizations.	  Thus,	  the	  practice	  of	  government	  presupposes	  that	  Lars	  Løkke	  Rasmussen,	  and	  others	  within	  the	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regime	  of	  government	  have	  the	  attributes	  to	  create	  the	  best	  conditions	  for	  Denmark	  i.e.	  the	  Danish	   police,	   abused	   children	   etc.	   From	   this	   perspective	   it	   seems	   that	   the	   practice	   of	  
government	  expects	  the	  entitled	  Danish	  voters	  to	  take	  responsibility	  for	  the	  future	  of	  the	  Danish	   Police.	   This	   desired	   capacity/identity	   among	   the	   governed	   seemed	   fostered	   and	  
reformed	  by	  an	  overall	  pragmatic	  and	  unilateral	  approach:	  the	  continuation	  of	  the	  certain	  phrases	   i.e.	   Europol,	   trafficking,	   cybercrime,	   pedophilia	   etc.	   (the	   tactics	   of	   government),	  visual	   slogans	   such	   a	   “help	   and	   enforce	   the	  Danish	   police”	   (election	   posters).	   From	   this	  perspective	   it	   seems	  becomes	   the	  duty	   of	   the	   entitled	  voters	   (the	  governed)	   to	  help	   the	  Danish	  police	  by	  voting	  ‘yes’.	  	  In	  the	  competing	  regime	  of	  practice	  advocated	  by	  the	  leading	  figures	  i.e.	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl,	  Morten	  Messerschmidt,	   Johanne	   Schmidt-­‐Nielsen,	  Rina	  Ronja	  Kari	   and	  others,	   the	  
practice	   of	   government	   relies	   on	   the	   governors’	   status	   as	   defender	   of	   the	   Danish	  population,	  democracy	  and	  sovereignty	  and	  their	  capacity	  to	  alienate	  the	  European	  Union	  for	   instance	   by	   using	   extremely	  well	   balanced	   figurate	   language.	   This	   regime	   seems	   to	  
foster	   an	   identity	   among	   the	  governed	   i.e.	   the	   entitled	  Danish	   voters	   by	   justifying	   their	  
rights	  to	  decide	  for	  themselves:	  	  “It	  is	  the	  Parliament	  and	  not	  the	  Danish	  population,	  which	  
are	  in	  front	  of	  the	  buffet.	  Today	  the	  people	  have	  the	  final	  saying	  –	  if	  we	  vote	  yes	  it	  will	  be	  the	  
Parliament”	  (Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl,	  Demokratiets	  Aften:	  43:10).	  	  In	  essence	  these	  governors	  elicit	  and	   facilitate	  a	  status	  position	  within	  the	  governed;	   the	  
governed	  are	  the	  ones	  with	  the	  right	  to	  decide	  the	  future	  of	  Denmark.	  This	  status	  position	  also	   seems	   promoted	   by	   a	   continuation	   of	   phrases/vocabularies	   such	   as:	   The	   Danish	  
population”,	  “If	  the	  Danish	  populations	  agrees”	  etc.	  	  To	   conclude	   it	   appears	   the	   forms	  of	   identities	   between	   the	   two	  regimes	  of	  practice	   vary	  greatly.	  Within	  the	  yes-­‐parties	  the	  regime	  of	  government	  relies	  on	  the	  governors	  capacities	  to	   appear	   pragmatic	   and	   the	   governed	   are	   expected	   to	   act	   equally	   pragmatic	   and	   help	  themselves	   and	   the	   Danish	   police	   etc.	   Contrary,	   the	   competing	   regime	   of	   government	  
presupposes	  the	  governors	   to	  be	  defenders	  of	  Danish	   sovereignty	  and	   the	  regime	   fosters	  the	  governed	  to	  secure	  the	  safety	  future	  of	  Denmark.	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8.	  Conclusion	  	  This	  project	  sat	  out	  to	  investigate	  how	  the	  Danish	  political	  parties	  have	  constructed	  their	  electoral	   campaigns	   leading	   up	   to	   the	   referendum	   on	   the	   opt-­‐out	   from	   JHA	   the	   3rd	   of	  December	  2015	  discursively.	  By	  applying	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  of	  Mitchell	  Foucault,	  i.e.	   Mitchell	   Dean,	   this	   project	   has	   analyzed	   two	   regimes	   of	   practice	   by	   distinguishing	  between	   four	   dimensions	   of	   government.	   From	   the	   analyses	   of	   the	   two	   regimes	   of	  
practice,	   this	   project	   concludes	   that	   the	   yes	   and	   no	   parties	   have	   constructed	   their	  electoral	  campaigns	  from	  two	  different	  discourses	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  a	  pragmatic	  approach	  
illuminating	   the	   benefits	   for	   Denmark	   in	   a	   opt-­‐in	   arrangement	   allowing	   Denmark	   to	  participate	   in	   different	   legal	   acts	   first	   and	   foremost	   Europol	   cooperation;	   on	   the	   other	  hand	  a	  more	  ideal	  consideration	  for	  Danish	  sovereignty	  to	  be	  maintained.	  	  The	  yes	  parties	  have	  perceived	  Danish	  participation	  in	  Europol	  and	  some	  of	  the	  additional	  legal	  acts	  as	   the	  objects	   to	  be	  achieved	  and	   they	  have	   illuminated	   this	  by	   techniques	   i.e.	  election	   posters	   etc.,	   and	   this	   has	   given	   rise	   to	   a	   specific	   form	   of	   truth,	   indicating	   that	  responsible	  Dane	  should	  vote	  ‘yes’.	  The	  thought	   is	  to	  deal	  with	  particular	  issues	  through	  
expertise	   and	   know-­‐how.	   This	   regime	   relies	   on	   the	   governors’	   capacities	   to	   appear	  pragmatic	   and	   the	  governed,	   the	   entitled	  Danish	   voters,	   to	   be	   equally	   pragmatic	   and	   to	  help	  themselves	  and	  the	  Danish	  police	  by	  voting	  yes.	  	  	  In	   contrast,	   the	   competing	   regime,	   i.e.	   the	   no-­‐parties,	   has	   used	   a	   different	   chart,	   which	  almost	   exclusively	  has	   shed	  light	  on	   the	  problem	  of	   relinquishing	  Danish	   sovereignty	   to	  the	   EU,	   and	   has	   tried	   to	   shadow	   the	   potential	   favorable	   outcome	   of	   cross-­‐border	  collaboration	  on	  supranational	   level	   in	  relations	  to	  several	   important	  areas.	  This	  regime	  
relies	  on	  governors	  who	  continuously	  emphasize	  the	  protection	  of	  Danish	  Sovereignty	  and	  using,	   a	   vocabulary	   that	   entails	   that	   the	   governed	   are	   to	   protect	   Denmark	   the	   Danish	  sovereignty.	  	  By	  using	  this	  theoretical	  framework	  on	  Governmentality,	  the	  analysis	  demonstrates	  that	  both	   the	   yes	   and	   no	   parties	   have	   used	   different	  means,	   instruments,	   tactics,	   techniques,	  
vocabularies,	   means	   of	   calculation	   etc.	   in	   order	   to	   achieve	   their	   object,	   a	   yes	   or	   no,	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respectively	   at	   the	   referendum.	   As	   observed	   by	   Sinne	   Conan,	   “we	  were	   tuned	   into	   two	  
different	  channels”.	  	  Thus,	   by	   using	   Governmentality	   we	   as	   citizens	   may	   become	   clear	   on	   how	   regimes	   of	  practice	  operate	  and	  maybe	  able	  to	  reflect	  on	  how	  we	  are	  governed	  and	  able	  to	  test	  the	  limits	  of	  the	  governmental	  rationalities.	  	  	  
9.	  Reflections	  	  The	  following	  section	  compares	  the	  referendum	  on	  JHA	  opt-­‐out	  with	  the	  current	  refugee	  crisis	  in	  order	  to	  show,	  how	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  referendum	  may	  have	  inadvertent	  –	  even	  contradictive	  –	  consequences	  for	  migration	  to	  Denmark	  and	  Danish	  economy.	  	  In	  accordance	  with	  the	  research	  question,	  this	  project	  has	  investigated	  how	  two	  regimes	  of	   practices	   discursively	   constructed	   their	   electoral	   campaigns	   in	   relations	   to	   the	  referendum	  on	  JHA	  2015.	   	  However,	  as	  briefly	  discussed	  in	  the	  Motivation	  and	  Problem	  Area,	  the	  European	  Union	  is	  currently	  faced	  with	  way	  bigger	  challenges	  than	  coping	  with	  Danish	   Euroscepticism.	   Limiting	   the	   scope	   to	   Denmark,	   the	   opt-­‐outs	   on	   Defense	   Policy	  and	   Justice	   and	   Home	   Affairs	   are	   currently	   excluding	   Denmark	   from	   influence	   in	  important	  EU	  cooperation	  (i.e.	  the	  new	  Europol)	  and	  participation	  in	  for	  instance	  military	  operations	  and	  joint	  EU	  refugee	  schemes.	  In	  this	  respect,	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  referendum	  has	  not	  made	  Danish	  influence	  or	  even	  participation	  easier,	  as	  the	  current	  EU	  initiatives	  are	  relying	  on	  supranational	  cooperation,	  as	  extended	  by	  the	  Treaty	  of	  Lisbon	  (2009).	  	  The	  political	  agreement	  from	  17th	  of	  March	  2015	  made	  it	  clear	  that	  Denmark	  wanted	  to	  uphold	  a	  status	  quo	  as	  to	  asylum	  and	  immigration	  policy,	  regardless	  of	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  referendum.	   Yet,	   it	   seems	   more	   and	   more	   evident	   that	   this	   option	   is	   becoming	   less	  feasible.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  no	  surprise	  that	  many	  prominent	  politicians	  i.e.	  Kristian	  Thulesen	  Dahl	  and	  Morten	  Messerschmidt	  have	  questioned	  the	  future	  of	   the	  Schengen	  agreement	  and	   the	   Dublin	   Regulation.	   In	   addition,	   our	   Prime	   Minister	   Lars	   Løkke	   Rasmussen	  mentioned	  that	  Denmark	  is	  de	  facto	  receiving	  fewer	  asylum	  seekers	  due	  to	  responsibility	  in	   the	  Dublin	   Regulation	   that	   assigns	   asylum	   seekers	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   State	   through	  which	  he	  or	  she	  first	  entered	  (EU	  2015).	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  Momentarily,	  Denmark	  has	   a	   parallel	   agreement	   on	   the	  Dublin	  Regulation	   that	   ensures	  our	   participation.	   Yet,	   in	   the	   future	   the	   EU	   may	   enforce	   the	   Dublin	   Regulation	   with	   a	  refugee	  scheme	  (Dublin	  Plus),	  and	  if	  so,	  Denmark	  will	  have	  to	  renegotiate	  its	  membership.	  However,	  negotiations	  on	  parallel	  agreements	  are	  likely	  laborious	  and	  lengthy.	  Until	  now,	  Denmark	  has	  been	  denied	  two	  out	  of	  six	  parallel	  agreement.	  Should	  the	  Danish	  opt-­‐out	  on	  JHA	  eventually	  force	  Denmark	  to	  leave	  the	  cooperation,	  it	  would	  be	  a	  scenario	  where	  the	  other	  EU	  member	   states	  would	  have	  no	   legal	   responsibility	   in	   relations	   to	  Denmark	  on	  this	   matter.	   Professor	   Marlene	   Wind	   has	   predicted	   that	   Denmark	   in	   this	   case	   might	  become	  a	  magnet	   for	   refugees.39	  It	   is	   a	  question	  how	   the	  Danish	  politicians	  would	  cope	  with	  such	  a	  development	  especially	  taking	  in	  consideration	  the	  current	  political	  hostility	  towards	   huge	   migration.	   One	   option	   could	   be	   to	   enforce	   the	   border	   control	   or	   even	  withdraw	   from	   the	   Schengen	   Agreement,	   which	   ensures	   free	   movements	   of	   goods,	  services,	   capital	   and	  people.	   Such	   an	   intervention	  would	  most	   likely	  be	   very	   costly	   and	  probably	  have	  unpredicted	  consequences	  for	  a	  small	  EU	  member	  state	  as	  Denmark.	  	  In	  any	  case	  this	  project	  considers	   that	   the	  outcome	  of	   the	  referendum	  will	  have	  serious	  long-­‐term	  consequences	  for	  Danish	  EU	  cooperation	  in	  the	  European	  Union.	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